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CHAPTER I

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

For thisliterature review, | found over 200 research and opinion articles and
dissertations on the topic of videoconferencing, specificaly those related to curriculum
videoconferencing, the implementation of videoconferencing, and the role of the coordinator.
Databases searched include Dissertation Abstracts, ERIC, InformaWorld, WilsonSdlect, and
the EdITLib Digitd Library for Information Technology and Education. The main keyword used
in searches was “ videoconferencing” and “videoconference’ and then | used thetitles and
descriptions to sdlect the articles related to K-12 videoconferencing. In addition, al references
from the mgor literature reviews were collected (Anderson & Rourke, 2005; BECTA, 2003;
Cavanaugh, 1999; Greenberg, 2004; Heath & Holznagel, 2002). The literature review for this
proposa covers asampling of those articles and dissertations. The literature review will be
expanded more fully for the dissertation.

Thefocus of this study is the videoconference coordinator and their influence on the
utilization of videoconferencing in the schoal. This sudy amsto investigate the coordinator’s
ability to support videoconferencing, to integrate videoconferencing in the curriculum, to work
with teachers, and the technica and adminidrative issues that may affect the coordinator’ s ability
to support videoconferencing. This study will analyze how these factors may predict the
utilization videoconferencing in the school. Therefore, the literature review will examine selected
studies on videoconferencing in generad and then make a case pecificaly for the importance of

curriculum videoconferencing as defined by connections with content providers and other



classrooms. After establishing that curriculum videoconferencing provides bendfits to student
learning, this chapter will discuss the studies on implementation of videoconferencing and
examine the sudies on utilization of videoconferencing. After setting this general background,
the specific role of the videoconference coordinator will be examined carefully, including the
demographics of the coordinator, the coordinator’ s ability to support videoconferencing, to
integrate videoconferencing in the curriculum and to work with teachers. In addition, we will
examine the technology factors, specificaly location and quality of the videoconference, that
may affect the coordinator’s ability to support videoconferencing. Findly we will look &t the
coordinator’ s access to support. This lays the foundation for studying the videoconference
coordinator’ srole in the utilization of curriculum videoconferencing in K -12 schools and thiswill

be covered in the section on the rationale for the study.

Videoconferencing

In this section, we will examine seected studies from the broad category of
videoconferencing, examine educationa uses of videoconferencing, review the importance of
interaction, and determine the need for further research into why some programs are successful.

Videoconferencing alows people in two or more locations to see and hear each other
(BECTA, 2003). Thistechnologicd tool is used by teachers and administrators in education for
meetings (Fiege, 2005), professond development and training (Bore, 2005; Hartman & Crook,
1997; Kinnear, McWilliams, & Caul, 2002; Pemberton, Cereijo, Tyler-Wood, & Rademacher,
2004). The most common and traditiond use in education isfor full length courses (Booth,
2006; Mitchell, 2005; Royal, Bradley, & Lineberry, 2005). Some crestive uses of
videoconferencing include school- based telehedth care (Young & Ireson, 2003), supervison of
student teaching (Dudding, 2004), recruitment (Chapman, 1999), tutoring (McGinnis, 2001),

and bringing opportunities to hospitdized students (Weiss, Whiteley, Treviranus, & Fes, 2001)
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and incarcerated students (Gilham & Moody, 2001). But this study focuses on curriculum
videoconferencing, which includes ng remote experts from the classroom (Greenberg,
2003; McCombs, Ufnar, & Shepherd, 2007), and engaging in collaborative learning activities
with remote classrooms (Cifuentes & Murphy, 2000; Howland & Wedman, 2003; Szente,
2003; Thurston, 2004; Y ost, 2001).

This study focuses specifically on curriculum videoconferencing, or those activities that
use videoconferencing to address curriculum gods with engaging interactions with scientigts,
experts, and peers. It ismy belief that there is afundamentd difference between using
videoconferencing to deliver full courses and using it to bring curriculum enrichment activitiesto
the classroom. Full length courses are generdly daily videoconferences (Royd et d., 2005),
whereas connections to experts and peers may occur only afew times ayear (Keefe, 2003).
This difference has implications for implementation as well as differing definitions of utilization.
Studies on full course ddivery focus on the effectiveness of communication, how well the
technology works, whether students are satisfied, and how the instructor adjusts to a new
medium. These studies do not have a direct connection to the less frequent use of
videoconferencing to enrich the curriculum. However, we will take a cursory review of these
studies to examine the traditiona uses of videoconferencing. These studies provide a broader
context for the research into curriculum videoconferencing in K12 education.

Much of the research discusses the difference between teaching full courses over
videoconferencing compared to teaching a face to face class (Amirian, 2003, Oct. 31, 2003.;
Booth, 2006; Carville & Mitchdl, 2001; Ehrlich-Martin, 2006; Furst-Bowe, 1997) and the
limitations of using videoconferencing to teach full courses. Limitationsinclude the difficulty of
equd interaction for the on-gte and remote students (Atkinson, 1999; BECTA, 2003; Booth,

2006; Bore, 2005; Tyler, 1999) and the communication, presentation, and teaching skills of the
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presenter (Bitterman, Schappert, & Schaefer, 2000; Booth, 2006; Bore, 2005; Furst-Bowe,
1997; Heath & Holznagdl, 2002). Cavanaugh’s (1999) meta-andyss of 19 sudies with 929
learners found that offering courses to distance learners “enlarges the course catalog and
gudents worldview at the sametime” (p. 19), however foreign language is the subject area
where distance education courses should be implemented with caution. Some studies (Baker,
2002; BECTA, 2003) found that videoconferencing did not afford any significant distractions
from effective classroom practices and therefore using videoconferencing as a mode for ddlivery
of high school coursesis appropriate and deserves serious consideration by curriculum planning
personnd. Another study found that videoconferencing is effective as away to provide
educationd access to sudentsin remote and rural locations, however, those with a greater need
tend to be more tolerant of the medium than those that could get the education in other ways
(Carville & Mitchell, 2001).

Interactivity is atheme that emerges throughout the literature (Amirian, 2003) and is
critica to successful use of videoconferencing in dl Stuations. In some sudies, it is defined as
smply the hindrance-free ability to actualy communicate with the remote Ste (Atkinson, 1999;
Caville & Mitchel, 2001). However Burke, Lundin, and Daunt (1997) chdlenged the
smplicity of this definition by a study in which the two Stes achieved avery high leve of
gpontaneous interaction and were able to maintain it for along period of time. In other studies,
interactivity is defined more broadly to include constructivist methods of teaching and learning
(Hayden, 1999; Sweeney, 2007) and asking questions, hands-on activities, and discussion
(Haydock & Dennison, 2004). More research needs to be done ontherole of interaction in K-
12 settings (Heeth & Holznagel, 2002).

Greenberg asserts that plenty of research has been done on the pedagogica worth of

videoconferencing for learning; however further research is needed on the economic benefits of
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reaching students, the way's collaboration fosters growth in understanding, assesses the return on
investment, and bringsto light why some programs and networks succeed where other do not
(Greenberg, 2004). This sudy will begin to address the latter research need by examining the

role of the videoconferencing coordinator in the implementation of videoconferencing.

Curriculum Videoconferencing

Curriculum videoconferencing includes accessing remote experts from the classroom
(Greenberg, 2003; McCombs et al., 2007) and engaging in collaborative learning activities with
remote classrooms (Cifuentes & Murphy, 2000; Howland & Wedman, 2003; Szente, 2003,
Thurston, 2004; Y ost, 2001). While there are anecdotd articles, informal case studies, and
project evauations for K12 videoconferencing, there are few research studies specificdly on the
use of curriculum videoconferencing in K12 schools (Anderson & Rourke, 2005). Thissection
will examine the literature on the use of videoconferencing to connect to content providers and

using videoconferencing for projects and collaborations with peers and international classrooms.

Content Providers

Content providers are organizations or groups thet offer specidized content to schoals.
The programs can include virtud field trips, vists with experts, and culturd exchanges organized
by educationa organizations (Greenberg, 2003).

The studies make conflicting clams on the impact on student learning. Cavanaugh
(1999) conducted a meta-andysis of 19 studies with 929 learners and found that
“supplementing traditiond ingtruction with distance education can enable more redlity- based
learning, with possible achievement gains” (p. 18). However, Anderson and Rourke suggest that
the literature on how videoconferencing impacts student achievement is lacking and inconclusive

(2005). In another conflicting example, one study focused on a content provider which offered
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one hour interviews with people from other cultures. Lee (2004) found that while the programs
offered students an introduction and exposure to people from other cultures, their understanding
of the other cultures was shalow and stereotypica. On the other hand, anecdotal evidence
(Morrison & Macquart, 2006) suggests that when done well and accompanied by preparation
and pogt activities, the connections can increase empathy and understanding for people in other
cultures and counties. A recent study comparing Synchronous and asynchronous interactions
with scientists found that while student learning was equd in both interactions, the students that
interacted asynchronoudy were more thoughtful and reflective in their questions. The students
who participated in synchronous interactions were more interested in the scientist as a person
than the study at hand (Kubasko, Jones, Tretter, & Andre, 2007). These studies show that
there are varying results and opinions on videoconferencing’simpact on sudent learning.

While the impact on student achievement may be inconclusive, there are clear benefits
to gaining access to experts. In 1996- 1998 teachersin Ohio created |esson plans and action
research projects to integrate community resources such as the Zoo and Center of Science and
Industry in the curriculum. They found that videoconferencing allowed students and teachers
direct access to specidists (Bruke, Beach, & Isman, 1997). An early content provider study
was on a 128K ISDN connection from Colorado to New Jersey. Students accessed scientists
in New Jersey over a 3-4 week period and the researcher concluded that the students
understandings of science and the work of scientists increased as a result of the contact with
scientists (Shaklee, 1998). A more recent evauation of Mote Marine Laboratory’s
videoconference programs found that videoconferencing offers students the opportunity to
interact with real scientists which motivates sudent learning and encourages interest in science
(Ba& Keisch, 2004). An evauation of Vanderbilt University’s program alows students to

interview scientists and other experts found that videoconferencing can bridge the gap between
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forma textbook learning and real world science (McCombs et al., 2007). Videoconferencing
a0 dlows content providersto bring their message and resources to K-12 schools (WMHO,
2002). The motivation and access to real-world practitionersis effective in the mathematics
curriculum (Gage, Nickson, & Beardon, 2002) aswell as higher education contemporary
dudiesintouriam (Lick & Laurence, 2005). These studies only represent asmal portion of
over 250 content providers (AT& T, 2006; BCISD, 2008; CILC, 2008) offering interviews
with scientists and programs by biologigts, field researchers, and educational specidists. While
benefits to student learning are emerging in the literature, additiona research needs to be done

on the use and effectiveness of content provider programs in the K-12 curriculum.

Projects and Collaborations

Many of the studies on curriculum videoconferencing are descriptions and studies on
classroom+-to-classroom collaboreations, where teachers collaboratively design one or more
activities for their sudents to participate via videoconference (Anderson & Rourke, 2005;
Glaser, 2008). Projects, those classroom:-to-classroom events coordinated by an individua or
organization, are represented in opinion articles only (Glasgow & ZodImer, 2003, March; Lim,
2003, January). Collaborations may take the form of ajoint seminar, with the two classes
mesting regularly for interaction (Martinez & MacMillan, 1998), or shorter one-time
videoconference exchanges.

Many benefits can be found in these collaborations. Students may be chalenged to
identify their biases and learn from other viewpoints (Martinez & MacMillan, 1998). Sustained,
multi- connection collaborations can bring greater culturd understanding (Cifuentes & Murphy,
1999; Cifuentes & Murphy, 2000) and increased student self-concept (Cifuentes & Murphy,
2000). One collaboration with the intention of increasing students' understanding of French

uncovered complications in the difference between spoken and written French, which made the
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collaboration difficult. However, sudents learned significantly from reviewing the videotapes of
the interaction and analyzing the conversation with teacher assstance (Kinginger, 1999). Burke
et d. found that adidogicd gpproach in multicultura exchanges encourages more interaction
between learner and learner (1997). Even young eementary students benefited from sustained
classroom+to-classroom collaborations as part of a ongoing unit on weather (Y ost, 2001).
Mogt of these studies are of one teacher in aschool doing one collaboration whereas
some schools in this sudy are doing many events with many locations. Further research is
necessary to examine the factors necessary to sustain these types of collaborations throughout

the school year and involving alarger percentage of the teachers.

I mplementation of Videoconferencing
A few studies have begun to examine the effective implementation of videoconferencing.
Baber (1996) offers the Culture-Process- Technology approach as aframework for the
successful implementation of videoconferencing in the corporate environment. The framework

recommends:

(2) that organizations should ensure that managers at dl levels are willing to support the
implementation process, (2) that videoconferencing “champions’ be found to administer the
system at the project leve; (3) that operator training programs be devel oped to create a
wide base of skilled end users; (4) that conference schedules be published regularly to
inform end users of meeting times and to sustain ongoing interest in videoconferencing; and
(5) that use of videoconferencing system features be consistently modeled to encourage the
use of innovation and the re-invention of technology. (p. 128)

These essentid components are evidenced in the literature as well. First, leadership
support is critical. Keefe (2003), in a case sudy of one dementary school implementing
videoconferencing, found that important components of a successful program included support

from the technology committee and a collaborative decision meking process within the school.
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Second, the videoconference champion is key to the implementation of
videoconferencing (Baber, 1996). The role of the coordinator or champion is the main focus of
this sudy. Keefe (2003) found that the ability of the coordinator to assst teachersin integrating
the technology in the curriculum was critical. In addition, Currie’ s (2007) study of
videoconferencing within three regiond service agenciesin Michigan found that support of the
adminigtration was important for successful implementation of videoconferencing.

Baber’s (1996) framework aso suggests the need for operator training and modeling
the use of videoconferencing features. Keefe (2003) suggested that the coordinator has an
important role in saff development for new and experienced teachers. Curri€' s (2007) study of
the implementation factors at the educationd service agency level found that access to,
awareness of, and actual participation in professond development was important in the success
of the program. Bose (2007) studied the teacher, school, and professiona development factors
affecting the utilization of videoconferencing and found that professond development factors
were important to predicting the use of videoconferencing.

Finaly, Baber’s framework suggests the need for asystem for scheduling. Thisis
another important role of the videoconference coordinator. Currie (2007) suggested that
personnel at the local level to coordinate and schedule videoconferences isimportant to the
success of the program.

Important implementation factors not addressed by Baber’ s framework include access
to the videoconferencing equipment, the cost of programming, and the availability of
programming offered by the regiond service agency (Currie, 2007).

Because this study focuses on the role of the coordinator, Baber’s framework will be
adapted to focus specificaly on how these factors affect the coordinator and utilization. Baber’s
“management support” will be defined in this sudy asfinancid, technicd, and adminidrative
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support for the coordinator. Baber’s “modeing of videoconference features, scheduling, and
professond development” will beinduded in Baber’ s definition of the role of the
videoconference “champion’” (coordinator). The role and characteristics of the “champion’
(coordinator) will be divided into the coordinator’ s ability to support the videoconferencing, to
integrate videoconferencing in the curriculum, and to work with teachers. Additiondly, in this
study the location of the equipment and the qudity of the videoconference will be examined as
variables that may affect the coordinator’ s ability to successful guide the implementation of
videoconferencing.

Utilization

While afew key studies examine the implementation of videoconferencing in K-12
schools, the exact nature of a successful implementation is not defined. |mplementation could be
defined as using the indructionda dtrategies properly (McDonald, 2007). However, since the
fidd of curriculum videoconferencing is so new, this study will focus pecificaly on utilization.
Given that curriculum videoconferencing brings benefits to the educationd experience, itis
logica to attempt to increase the use of videoconferencing, epecialy when schools invest
thousands of dollars to ingtal equipment. Therefore, this study will examine factors that can
predict utilization.

Only two studies were found that examine utilization of curriculum videoconferencing.
Currie (2007) studied the factors that impact videoconferencing within three regiond service
agenciesin Michigan. His study examined overdl usage including full length course ddlivery and
curriculum videoconferencing. Not surprisngly, the regions with full length courses were using
videoconferencing daily, wheress the schools under the service agency without full course
delivery were using it less often. A more fair comparison would examine only one type of

videoconferencing. The nature of curriculum videoconferencing dictates that it will not be used
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daly; whereas the nature of full course ddivery suggests avery high likdihood of daily use of
videoconferencing. Nevertheless, Currie's study uncovered some important factors for
implementation that will be examined in further detail in this study.

Another study by Baose examined the utilization of videoconferencing for professond
development for teachers (2007). The sudy examined school characterigtics, professond
development characteristics, and teacher characterigtics, and found that the teacher
characteristics were more useful predictors of utilization. While this study focused on
professond development via videoconferencing, the methods are Smilar to this study of
utilization of curriculum videoconferencing and therefore will provide some ingghts and
understanding.

Clearly thereis aneed to further investigate the implementation and specificaly the
utilization of curriculum videoconferencing in K-12 schools. This study begins to address that

need.

Demographic Variables of the School

This section begins to address the variables involved in utilization in this sudy. The
demographic variables of the school are not centrd to the study, but may show factors that
influence the implementation of videoconferencing and therefore are included here.

The three mgor implementation studies examine some of the relevant school
demographic variables. Currie examined the size of the school didtricts served and the socio-
economic homogeneity of the schoal digtricts and found that these factors did not impact the
success of the videoconferencing program (Currie, 2007). Keefe' s case study focused on a
schoal in awedthy areawith rich educationa resources available to the school (2003); however
inmy pilot sudy | found that the schools with higher National School Lunch Scores used

videoconferencing more than the schools with lower National School Lunch Scores (Lim,
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2007). Nationd School Lunch Scores are a recognized measure of poverty in schools. Bose
examined the school’ s state in adoption of technology, number of teachers trained, school size,
expenditure per pupil, and school location and found that these variables did not predict
utilization (Bose, 2007). An additiond variableincluded in my pilot sudy found that eementary
schools used videoconferencing more than secondary schools (Lim, 2007). While Bose, Currie,
and Keefe addressed some of the school demographic variables, research gtill needs to examine
the rdationship between these variables and the utilization of curriculum videoconferencing.
Other factors not found in the literature include the racia makeup of the school, and the
population of the town where the city islocated. These will be included in this sudy to obtain a

broader picture of schools implementing videoconferencing.

The Role of the Videoconfer ence Coor dinator

A few studies have examined or mentioned the important role of the videoconference
coordinator in a successful implementation of videoconferencing. Keefe' s case study (2003) on
one dementary school implementing a video learning center emphasized the necessity of a
trained coordinator to support the teachers and make the connections. Wakefidd's survey of
27 dite fadilitators (coordinators) on two videoconferencing listservs found that the roles of
technical expert, ingructiona assstant, liaison, scheduler, and trainer were “acrucid part of the
system in videoconferencing” (Wakefield, 1999, p. 49). Currie (2007), who studied study of
three regiond service agencies in Michigan recommended that school didiricts provide an
individua who isin charge of facilitating videoconferences and can asss teechersin using
videoconferencing in the curriculum. Bose (2007) found that the participant’ s prior confidence
level with technology was a critical predictor of their utilization of videoconferencing. In addition,
other studies have mentioned the role of the videoconference coordinator in making the

videoconference successful (Ba & Keisch, 2004; Baber, 1996). These studies hint at the
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importance of the videoconference coordinator and their role in a successful implementation of
curriculum videoconferencing.

This study will examine specific characteristics of the videoconference coordinator: the
demographics of the coordinator, the coordinator’ s ability to support videoconferencing, to
integrate videoconferencing in the curriculum, and to work with teachers. In addition, the
technology factors of location and quality of the videoconference will be examined with the
perspective of how these factors affect the coordinator’ s ability to support videoconferencing.
Findly, the role of technicd, financid, and administrative support for the coordinator will be
addressed.

Demographic Variables of the Coordinator

While Wakefidd's (1999) study examines the Ste facilitator (coordinator) roles, no
demographic variables were collected. Wakefield emphasizes the necessity of training and the
method the training was delivered, but does not examine the type of training. Wakefied hinted
that the position and other respongbilities of the facilitator may be important, but did not
examine these factorsin detail.

Clearly the Ste facilitator (coordinator) isimportant to the success of videoconferencing,
but additional demographic information needs to be studied. This study will include the gender,
race, age, and leve of education, as well asthe job title, years of experience in education, years
of experience in videoconferencing, and time commitment to videoconferencing. These variables
were not found in the literature. To further examine the importance of training, the hours of
training received will be collected as well as what type of training was recelved, meaning mostly

technicd training or mosily curriculum integration training.

The Coordinator’s Ability to Support Videoconferencing
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Many skills and abilities are included in this category of supporting videoconferencing.
Bose (2007) found that the comfort level with technology in generd was an important predictor
of utilization of videoconferencing. Wakefield (1999) found that the most prominent role of the
gtefadilitator was that of technica expert, which includes comfort with videoconferencing, the
use of the controls, conducting test cdls, and the ability to make the connection work. The
ability to stay during the videoconference as wdll as explain the videoconference technology to
the students is another important part of supporting videoconferencing. Severd studies found
that the mediator (coordinator) at the remote Ste can help the learners by interfacing with the
technology and modeling appropriate participation (Atkinson, 1999; Carville & Mitchdl, 2001,
Wakefield, 1999). In addition, aworking system for scheduling videoconferencesis acritica
component of successful implementation (Baber, 1996; Wakefield, 1999). Each of these
components are included in this study’ s definition of the coordinator’ s ability to support
videoconferencing.

The importance of the coordinator’s ability to support videoconferencing is represented
well in the literature, but further research is necessary to determine if this ability predicts the

utilization of videoconferencing in the schoal.

The Coordinator’ s Ahility to Integrate Videoconferencing in the Curriculum
Integration of any technology in the curriculum requires a thorough knowledge of the
possihilities, the curriculum, and methods of preparing and engaging students in the lessons.
Studies show thisis important in videoconferencing as well. Pre-planning and preparetion for the
videoconference are critica to success (Amirian, 2003; Cifuentes & Murphy, 2000; Kinginger,
1999; Sweeney, 2007). In addition, connecting videoconferencing to the course curriculum can
provide arich and educationa experience for students as well as opportunities for Stuated

learning and congtruction of knowledge (Fee & Fee, 2005). Preparation of the studentsiis
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important too. Students have varying levels of interest and motivation for usng
videoconferencing; and some students even react badly to the technology (BECTA, 2003;
Tyler, 1999). Thereforeit isimportant that the coordinator be able to assst students by
orienting them to the technology and modding gppropriate participation (Atkinson, 1999). The
coordinator aso needs to know how to find and select appropriate content for the curriculum
(Greenberg, 2003).

The literature shows the importance of the coordinator’s ability to integrate
videoconferencing in the curriculum; however research is needed to determineif this
characteridtic of the coordinator isimportant in predicting the schools utilization of

videoconferencing.

The Coordinator’s Ability to Work with Teachers

Teachers need support to participate in videoconferencing and to integrate new
drategies in their teaching. The faculty need assistance with using the technology and adapting
their teaching for videoconferencing (Amirian, 2003). Units of indruction thet involve multiple
videoconferences and a significant amount of preparation can be chalenging for teachers due to
the condtrictions on the curriculum schedule due to high stakes testing (Gage et al., 2002). Even
though the teachers may see the benefit of the videoconference, they may struggle to find time
for the videoconferences. A coordinator asssting with preparation and technology can make it
eader for teachers to participate in videoconferences. Bose found that teacher and professiond
development characterigtics were useful to predict utilization of videoconferencing (Bose,
2007).

It is clear from the literature that the coordinator needs to be able to support teachers as
they integrate a new technology; however research needs to be done to determineiif this

characteridic predicts the leve of utilization in the school.
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The Coordinator and the Technology

While the preceding sections are directly related to the coordinator, this section
examines two specific technology factors that may hinder the coordinator’ s ability to support
videoconferencing in the school. Those factors are the quality of the videoconference and the
location of the videoconference equipment.

The quality of the videoconference can affect the user experience. Low or unreligble
bandwidth can make videoconferencing unrdiable for educationd purposes (Anderson &
Rourke, 2005; BECTA, 2003). It islikely that the quality of the audio or video in the
videoconferencing predict utilization, but this has not been studied for K-12 curriculum
videoconferencing.

In addition, access to the videoconferencing technology is essentid (Anderson &
Rourke, 2005). The location of the system may affect access by teachers and the coordinator.
This study will add to the body of literature an understanding on how the location of the
videoconferencing equipment was decided, the satisfaction with the location and determine if

any of these factors predict utilization.

The Coordinator’ s Access to Support

Asthe coordinator attempts to support videoconferencing in the schoal, it isimportant
that the coordinator is aso supported with technica and administrative support. support.
Baber's framework (1996) suggested that managers have akey role to supporting the
implementation of videoconferencing. They provide mativation for people to use
videoconferencing and a0 cregte the adminidrative sructure for actudly implementing
videoconferencing. The lack of consstent adminidirative support in one of the sitesin the sudy
led to failuresin the cultural, process, and technica components of the implementation.

Anderson and Rouke (2005) agree that leadership and avison for dl participantsisan
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important key to success. Specificdly, that support should include a budget for
videoconferencing (Currie, 2007), principa support for videoconferencing, aswel asa
technology infrastructure to support videoconferencing (Keefe, 2003). In addition, Currie
(2007) suggests that educationa service agencies should offer programming for their schools.
These adminigtrative and technical supports for the coordinator or Site facilitator are
important, but have not been studied in relation to the utilization of videoconferencing in the

schoal.

Summary

The literature suggests many important issues for the implementation of
videoconferencing; however, these issues have not been systematically studied in relaion to the
utilization of curriculum videoconferencing in K-12 schools. The role of the videoconference
coordinator and their ability to support videoconferencing, integrate it in the curriculum, and
work with teechersis evidently critical to the successful implementation of videoconferencing. In
addition, technica and adminigtrative support factors are likely important factors to the
implementation of videoconferencing. Recent studies have just begun to andyze the utilization of
videoconferencing in schools (Bose, 2007; Currie, 2007), and further research is necessary to
add to the body of knowledge. The research on curriculum videoconferencing is ill new and
inconclusive (Anderson & Rourke, 2005), therefore much more research needs to be done.
School adminigirators may see the benefits and vaue of curriculum videoconferencing for
meeting educational gods, but they need assstance in designing a successful implementation.
This study will attempt to fill part of that need by investigating the videoconference coordinator
and their role in promoating the utilization of curriculum videoconferencing.

This chapter briefly examined the literature on videoconferencing and curriculum

videoconferencing. Then the review summarized the literature on the implementation of
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videoconferencing, and detailed the role of the videoconference coordinator. In the next

chapter, the methodology for the study will be described.
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